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REMARKS 

Claims 1-21 are pending in the application and presently stand rejected. The 
Examiner's objections and rejections are addressed below in substantially the same 
order as in the office action. 

REJECTIONS UNDER 3 5 USC S 102 

1 . Lewis et al. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-21 as being clearly anticipated by Lewis et 
al. Application submits herewith a Rule 1.132 Affidavit showing that subject matter 
disclosed but not claimed in Lewis et al. was derived from an inventor of this application 
and thus Lewis et al. is not an invention "by another". 

2. Giroux et al. 

The Examiner rejected claims 7-12 and 14-18, 20 and 21 under 35 USC 102 (e) 
as being anticipated by Giroux et al. Giroux et al. teaches an apparatus and a method 
for reducing surge pressure «*ih»» running tubulars into a wellbore. (para.0015). The 
Examiner declined to give the preamble recitation "for cleaning excess cement" 
patentable weight. Therefore, to clarify the nature of the claimed invention, independent 
claims 7 and 18 have been amended to recite that fluid communication is provided after 
the completion string has been at least partially cemented in the wellbore. Giroux et al. 
expressly states that the described valve operates during running of the liner, i.e., 
before the liner is cemented in place. Thus, Giroux et al. does not teach the claimed 
invention. Further, Giroux et al does not suggest the present invention because Giroux 
et al is directed to solving the problem of pressure surge while running liner-not excess 
cement removal. Because Giroux et al. does not teach or suggest claims 7 and 18, 
Applicant respectfully submits that claims 7 and 1 8 are in condition for allowance. 



PAGE 8/13*RCVD AT 12120/2005 6:18:03 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO€FXRF-6/31 * DNIS:2738300 * CS1D:7132668510* DURATION (mm-ss):03-22 



MADftNMOSSMANSR IRRM Fax:?132668510 



Dec 20 '05 17=20 



P. 09 



With respect to claims 8-12,14-17, 20 and 21, these claims depend from either 
claim 7 or 18, both of which are believed to be in condition for allowance. Thus, 
Applicant believes these claims are allowable on at least such grounds. 

REJECTIONS U NDER 3S USC S 103 

1 . Giroux et al. in view of Ringgenberg 

The Examiner rejected claims 13 and 19 as being unpatentable over Giroux et al. 
in view of Ringgenberg at al (6,230,811). The Examiner cited Ringgenberg only for its 
asserted teaching of a rupture disc in a flow passage to prevent fluid flow until a 
predetermined pressure has been reached. 

Like Giroux et al., Ringgenberg does not teach or suggest a valve that provides 
fluid communication after the completion string in which the valve is disposed has been 
at least partially cemented in the wellbore. As noted above, claims 13 and 19 depend 
from claims that recite such a valve. Thus, these references even when combined are 
missing an element recited by claim 13 and 19 via their respective base claims. Thus, 
claims 13 and 19 are in condition for allowance. 



2. French 

The Examiner rejected claims 1,2,5,6 and 18-20 under 35 USC 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over French (6,286,594). To Applicant's reading, French, like Giroux et al 
and Ringgenberg, does not teach or suggest a flowport valve that provides fluid 
communication after the completion string in which the valve is disposed has been at 
least partially cemented in the wellbore. Rather, French teaches a valve used on a test 
string that is tripped through a wellbore. Thus, French does not teach or suggest the 
invention claimed in claims 1,2,5,6 and 18-20. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
submits that claims 1,2,5,6 and 18-20 are in condition for allowance. 



2. French in view of Ringgenberg 
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The Examiner rejected claims 1,3,5,6 and 18-20 as being unpatentable over 
French in view of Ringgenberg. As discussed above, Ringgenberg does not teach or 
suggest a valve that provides fluid communication after the completion string in which 
the valve is disposed has been at least partially cemented in the wellbore. Claims 
1,3,5,6 and 18-20 recite such a valve or depend from a claim that recites such a valve. 
Thus, these references even when combined are missing an element recited by these 
claims. Thus, claims 1,3,5,6 and 18-20 are in condition for allowance. 



PAGE 10/13 * RCVD AT 1212012005 6:18:03 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/31 * DNIS:2738300 * CSID:7132668S10 « DURATION (mm-ss):03-22 



MADANMOSSMflNSRIRfiM Fax:?132668510 



Dec 20 '05 17:20 



P. 11 



CONCLUSION 

For all the foregoing reasons, Applicant submits that the application is in a 
condition for allowance. The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any 
additional fees or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-0429 (284-36477- 
US). 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: December 20 , 2005 ^,ff«M " 

Chandran D. Kumar 
Registration No. 48,679 
Madan, Mossman & Sriram, P C. 
2603 Augusta, Suite 700 
Houston, Texas 77057 
Telephone: (713) 266-1130 
Facsimile: (713)266-8510 



fg^^fS^SSg^g transn^ vfc f^m.te * «* Pate,*, 

Etaminer WiS P. Nueder ^facsimile no. (571) 273-8300 on this 20* day of December 2005. 



Margaret A. Pruitt 
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